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REPLY BRIEF 

I Introduction 

Claims 1-25, which are the subject of this appeal, are pending, 
in the Answer, the Examiner has changed the grounds of rejection and now claims 3, 
4, 8, K), 11, 17, 1 8 ai'e objected to as being dependent upon a rejected b^e claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independesLH form including ail of the limitations of tlie base claim 

ami any interx eiung claim?;. 

Claims ! -2, 6-7. 9. 13-14, 21, 23 and 25 are rejected under 35 U .S C. § 102(b) over 
Kumar V'On the Phase Response of the Error Diffusion Filter for Image Malf toning'"). 

Claims 5, 12, 15-16, 19-20, 22 and 24 are rejected under 35 U .S C. § 103(a) over 
Kumar ("On the Phase Response of the Error Diffusion Filter for Image Halftoning'') in view 
of Shimizu (U.S, 6,999,201). 

n. Claim reiectioiis under 35 U.S.C, § 102(b> 

Claims 1, 2, 6, 7, 9, 13, 14, 21 , 23, and 25 are reiected imder 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) over 
Kumar f 'On the Phase Response of the Error Diffusion Filter for Image Half toning''). 

■A. Claim 1 

The rejection of independtsit claim 1 is premised on the Examiner's assertion that that 
Kumar discloses ^"processing the output through a data processing path having a bandpass 

.1 tisfsby fseidih' tfeat fJiis 4(K!u»t$ai: is M«g {t»n$iiiiit$d to tlie PsJiSnt and 
Twiii^nark: Oi&e via eisxstfcwie fifisig oa tits deSe sSiowin li)(sl<>w, 

Apr. I, 20)0 

Date of TfiwsfflBskitt 

(Sigjiaiate itf jieKi.*! tn!i«tit)$J psi?ets} 

Cr>"jJci3 iff priatod name of pva-soa iKaStag j>apijrs) 
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ti m-ilef chaiactesi'^tii, lu the ciioi nl*^f i ^ i n j i le 2 on p ue E2S'^ ui PIG I <md 
H! Hie ihifj panteiapli on puv> i;^-^ i j ^ o * e j O''^,^ t s I XppCiii 
Q\\-}i isoepaLCs -"') \ppdUiniv ^--.i ^ i vV ti a Loniuu lo t se Lvan ii v ^ ■t^^vr^iyn the 
enof liHef }i4 tL4fued in «upie on paye i2^"' m FKj 1 <Jiid tn the Uuul pjuuFiipb <fn 
p<M:e 1 285 doei, not bin e a ba»dp<}Si tranif ci chawclerihuc In p^jriicuUv, m each section of 
Kumars disclosed that the Examiner cited in support of his assertion, Kumar expressly 
discloses that 

Tlie Exanunef has replied to this explanation as follows (see page 13 of the Answer; 
original emphasis): 



In rasponse: .Kumar discloses proeessiRg the output through a 
data processing path having a handpass transfer characteristic 
(e.g., (e.g., error .filter h4 which .result in 1-H(vvx, wy) having 
proiiimeritbiifKlpass shape at horizojitai and verticiit 
Ireqiieficies. page 1287. Note: Examiner has typo error for 
missing "which resdt in l-H(w.S5 wy)" on page 3287 on the 
right column under figure 8, as cited in claim 1 of the Office 
.Action on July 30, 2009). 



This reply does not respond to .Appellant's e.\ph5nation thai when the snagnitade 
respoase of ! -H(wx.,vvy) has ''prominent bandpass shape at hortzontai and vertical 
irequencies," the magnitude response of the error filter h4 (i.e.. the error filter in tite data 
processing path, as shown in .FIGS. 1 and 2 of Kumar) necessarily must have highpass and 
lowpass shapes at horizontal mid vertical frequencies in order to have an inverse (i.e., 1- 
Ff{Wx,Wy)) with a handpass magnitude response. The Exjmiiner repeatedly has failed to 
respond to this point, Tlte fact is thai Kumar consistently labels the enror filters in the data 
process path wi th a lower case "h." The magnitude response of the eiror filter is denoted 
^Mth a capital fherefose, "]-H(\n^,\\,j)" necessanh must denote the magnitude response 

ib^ insciseo! the oiivu fihci (5 e l-h) Theuuerseof iheerroi llhei (i e l-ht h'moxei 
is noi m ibc daw pi f ^ce'^'>lng path of Kumar's etror diffusion s\ stem instead the ct tor filicj h 
ts m the data putce'^s path of Kumar's error difTusion bxstcm (see MGS ) and 2) Thus the 
Lxutnitiei ^ iujeclton tit claim 1 i<5 piemised on the mcunect assumption that the batidpass 
mai^nititde le^pon^e of the \n\ etsc fiUei I -h desct ibc^ the ^e^pon•^e of the ern r ff hot h As i.s 
well-known tn the art the error filter h necessanlv must have a highpass and a lowpass 
magsiitude response in order to produce an inverse fiher vvitli a baiidpass magnitude response. 
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For at least this reason and the reasons explained on pages 5-7 of tlie Appeal Brie£. 
the rejection of claitn 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) over Kumar should be witltdra\w. 

B, Ctalms 2. 6. 7. 9. 13. 14. 21. 23. taid 25 

Each of claims 2, 6, 7, 9, 13, 14, 21, 23, and 25 is patentable over Kumar for at least 
the same reasons explained above in connection vt4th ind^endent claim 1 and on pages 7-8 
of the Appeal Brief. 

Iff Ciaini {ejections under 15 L S C $ i 01(a) 

Ihc Lxaminet ha^ teioctcd cUnm-^ ^. 12, 1<>. 1^-20. 22, and 24 under 3> 1" & C § 
j QMvi) o\e! Kunjai ( ( >n t'le Phase Rebpf>n?e of ihe Hrror Diffusion Filter for image Half 
ton5ng")in Mew ofShimi/ud S f>/W*>.201) 

A. Claims 5 and 22 

Each of claims 5 atid 22 incorporates the eleniertts of ind^endent cJaim 1. Shimku 
does not make-up for the failure of Kumar to disclose of suggest the pertinent elements of 
independent claim 3 discussed above. Therefore, claims 5 and 22 are patmtable over Kumar 
in view of Shimi^iu for at least the same reasons explained above in connection v^itlt 
indepeitdent claun I -and on pages 5-7 of the Appeal Baef 

On pages 12-14 of the .Appeal Brief. Appellants explained that claim 22 also is 
patentable over Kumar in view of Shimizit because (i) the Exarauier s has fatled to establish a 
pimofaae case that Kumar in view of Shimizu discloses all the eiernents of claim 22, asid (ii) 
Kumar in view in Shimizu does not disclose or suggest filtering with .first and second low- 
pass filter transfer fmctions as defined in claim 22. instead, of attempting to reply to these 
poifiis tite Examiner simpiy copied verbatim the same rationale ^ven in the Office action 
dated July 30, 2009. 

The Examiner's rejection of claim 22 is premised on his assertion that Kumar 
discloses a baidpass error fiher (see the rationale given by the Examiner in support of claim 
1 ) and that Shimizu discloses a low-pass filter. As expidned on pages 12-14 of tlte Appeal 
Brief J such a position does not show that K.iimar in view of Shimizu discloses or suggests a 
fn^st low-pass filter function and a second low-pass filter transfer fiaiction, as recited in claim 
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22 Thyrefofti- \hti saUonale an en h\ 'Jic i.iiici in .support of the tejectiori of claim I does 
not establish -dp'-mui fui. ic case of ob\ o Li^s\'-'- 

Furlheimore, Kuniai in \ie^^. m >hiiTi,/u U'^es not disclose or suggest fiitering with 
imi and second low-pas^ fdtei tuuipfei funi^Uons as defined in claim 22 (i.e., ''modifying the 
output to produce a modified output, wherein the modi.f>'ing of the output comprises filtering 
past errors in accordance with a first bvx^pass ffher transfer function and incorporating into 
the modified output the past errors fihered in accordance with the first iow-pass filter transfer 
functjon, a«d subtracting tiie modified input from the modified output to produce a second 
error value fjlfering the second error value in accordance with a second low-pass filter 
transfer function to produce the first error value"). Ihstead, both Kumar and Shimizu disclose 
a single lowpass filter (see error (ilter in FIG, I of .Kumar and error diffusion filter meatts 230 
in FiCf. 2 of Shimixu) serving the same funclian in the feedback path (i.e., fiUedng the 
difference between the output and ibe modi fied input). There is no disciosure in Kumar or 
Shimizu that vvouid iiave given one skilled in the art any apparent reason to modify Kumar to 
filter "past errors in accordance with a first low-pass filter transfer function and incorporating 
into the modified output the past errors filtered in accordance with the first low-pass filter 
ti'ansfer function." 

It is noted that the Examiner has not attempted to respond to Appellant's avpliatatibn 
on page 14 of the Appeal Brief that the weight coeMcient adjustment mem& 2H0 is not a 
lowpass filter; instead, it adjusts the output of the eiror diffusion filter means 230 (see col. 6, 
lines 26-38, of Shimizu). Apparmtly , the Examiner has conceded tltis point. 

B, Claims 12. 15. 16. 1 9-20. mid 24 

Each of clasms 12. 15. lo. iV-2o. and 24 ss patentable ovor Kumar in view of Shimizu 
for at least ihe sjme rea.^ons explained abo\ c tn cojinecuon with independait claim 1 and on 
page 14 of the Appeal Brief 

IV. Conclusion 

For the reasons explained above, all of the pending claims ai-e now in condition fbr 
allowat^ce and should be allowed. 

Charge {jny excess fees or apply any credits to Deposit AccQuiit Mo. 08-2025. 
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Respectfuliy submitted. 



Pate: AprirL20K) /Edouaid Garcia. Reg. No. 38.461/ 

Edouard Garcia 
Reg. No. 38,461 

Telephone No.; (650) 605-3532 



